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Statistical Indices of Fepro Economic Adjustment
in Heavily Populated Counties of G-oorr:ia, 1910-1^35.
Georgia ranks first aniorif: the states in Viep-ro population and.
this population is predoiriip.fsr.tly rural. Of the 1,071,12ft J-erroes in
Georgia in 1S30, 70.45: of them were rural. In 1P20, 11.0. of the
1,206^365 llsrroes were rural and in 1S10 the rural proportion was 80.Kr
of 1,17G,S87 i!ep;roe$e The aim of this study is to measure statistically
bhe socio-economic trends of the rural Fegro of C-eorr-ia from 1910-1935,
"by analysing the composition, of the populetion and considering the
various aspects of rural living as are obtainable from authentic sources.
Explanation of Terms
1. Urban P2P^f-ation is that which resides in incorporated places of
2s5G0 people or more.
2. FarmJ^opj.'.lation comprises all persons livirp on farris.
7). Rural Earn Population is that part which lives in riTal territory.
4. Rural Eon-fara. Population in eludes persons living ontpide cities or
other incornorated plncses having 2,500 inhabitants or more who do
not live on farms.
5. A Farm is all the land which is directly famed by one person,
either by his ov.ti labor alone or with the assistance of members of
his household or hired eiiioloyees. The ininiiiVirri anoimt of land con
tained ir. a far:a is 3 acres or agricultural production valued at -,j250
or more.
6. Farm Operator is a person who operates a frrn either doir-f the work
himself or directly supervising it. The number of operators is the
same as the nusn.ber of farms.
From the Wirted States Census.
7. Tenure
(a) ?-u11 Q^ers are farm operators who own all the land which
they operate.
(b) Part Owners own part of the land and rent the other part
which they operate.
(c) -^an-^€.e,r.s are farm operators who operate farms for the own
ers and receive wages for their work.
(d) Tenants operate hired land only.
(■^ Cash Tenants pay cash rental for land.
(2) 9ISEPJSB, share a portion of the products with the land
owners, who furnish the work animals.
(3) Other Tenantg include those giving a share of the
products for the use of land or a share for part and
cash for part.
8# Land in farms includes much acreage that is not actually under culti
vation or even used for pasture lands.
S» Crop land harvested means all land from which cultivated crops were
harvested.
The _S£uth - The United States Bureau of the Cens\>s lists sixteen states
and the District of Columbia as southern states. They are separated into
three divisions: the South Atlantic division includes Delaware, Maryland,
District of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Georgia and Florida; the East South Central division includes
Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama and Mississippi; and the West South Central
division includes Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma and Texas.
Methodology:
Georgia has an area of 59,265 square miles and is divided in-
to 159 counties a mean average of 372.7 square miles per county. With
so many small divisions it seemed possible to choose representative
sample counties to come to reliable conclusions on the specific economic
worth and the significant trends of the rural Negro's wealth during this
twenty-five year period. Ninety-five counties are being considered.
These counties are selected because the density of the Negro population
is the greatest in these, forty per cent or more of the populations be
ing Negro, and it is felt that since that is true, these counties having
a population of such a high percentage of Negroes \Tould adequately and
sufficiently represent the Negroes of the entire state.
In observing some particular phases of the rural Negro popula
tion trends, such as population distribution by sex and age, median size
of families, birth and death rates, school attendance by age groupings,
and illiteracy, it became necessary to use a sample of 54 counties. This
is due to the fact that the Census does not present the above stated
factors of urban and rural populations separately. The sample was re
stricted to those 54 counties having a 100^ rural Negro population from
1910-1930.
Before going directly into the study of the Negro in the coun
ties of Georgia, the farm conditions of the whole United States are re
viewed, also those of the Southern states in p articular and then of
Georgia as a whole. This will aid the reader in answering the question
In what ways are the Negro farmers of Georgia like or unlike the white
farmers of Georgia, the farmers of the South and those of the United
States as a whole?"
Territorial Changes in Georgia
Since 1910 there has been much territorial change in counties.
Some counties have lost land which went to form new counties, others have
increased land acreage. Thus, the changing quantities of the counties
are to be considered in connection with the qualities:
1. Bacon County was organized from parts of Appling, Pierce and
Ware Counties, 1914.
2. Adkinson County was organized from parts of Clinch and Coffee
Counties, 1919.
3. Barrow County was organized from parts of Gwinnett, Jackson and
Walton Counties in 1915.
4. Bleckley County was organized from a part of Pulaski County in
1913.
5. Parts of Bullock County were taken to form a part of Jenkins
County and parts of Candler and Evans Counties in 1914.
6. Candler County was organized from parts of Bullock, Emanuel and
Tattnal Counties in 1914.
7. A part of Loundes County was annexed to Cook County in 1919.
8. Evans Cotinty was organized from parts of Bullock and Tattnal in
1914.
9. Part of Emanuel County went into Treutlen County in 1919.
10. Part of Ta'alton County went to Barrow County in 1915.
11. Part of Ware County went to Bacon in 1914.
12. Part of Montgomery County went to Yiheeler in 1913.
The counties of this group that are included in the sample study are:
Ware, Clinch, Candler, Burke, Bullock, Emanuel, Lowndes, Walton, Ware
and Montgomery.
The data represented are based upon the statistics of the United






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































•*•• The Collapse of Cotton Tenancy by Johnson, Embree, and Alexander.
2. AJ^gface to Feasantry by Raper
3. Landlord and Tenant on the Cotton Plantation by Pibofter.
Unless otherwise specified all data refer to Negroes in Rural
Georgia.
The Farmer in the United States
Agriculture as an industry of the nation and as a means of
livelihood for the individual farmer has experienced the "ups and downs"
of prosperity and panic along x»dth its neighbor industries.
The World War brought a wave of prosperity to the American
farmer. The United States practically had a monopoly on foreign trade
because no other country was able to offer competition. Hence the rural
folk made rapid material advancement. Better homes, barns, schools,
churches, and roads were builtj investments were made in new and more
modern farm equipment. The farmers bought automobiles and enjoyed vaca
tions and outings which heretofore were hardly thought of by the average
farmer.
But after the war tiie future of the American farmer became
shadowed with menacing problems. Foreign countries found it possible
and cheaper to raise their own food stuffs which automatically cut the
market of the farmers here. Farm machinery displaced man and animal la
bor. A great reduction in farm hands was made and no longer was it nec
essary to use horses, mules and other animals as often as before. As
the reduction of farm hands cause unemployment so the reduction of animal
power brought on overproduction for heretofore the farmer had to use
about one half of his crop acreage to grow feed for his work animals. A
large proportion of his pasture lands and corn fields were converted into
food producing lands for human consumption.
A report from the United States Department of Agriculture
states:
"The decade since the World War has been in many ways the most
extraordinary period in .American Agriculture. For the first time in the
nation's history, the census of 1925 showed a decrease (since 1920) in
crop acreage, in farm animals, in number of farms, and in farm popula
tion. Nevertheless, agricultural production increased more rapidly from
1922-1926, inclusive, than in any period since 1900, and probably since
1890, when the agricultural occupation of the prairies approached comple
tion.
Four factors, some new, and some of greatly increased importance,
help to account for this anomalous situation:
(1) Use of automobile and tractor, which has caused a decline since
the World War of over 7,000,000 in number of horses and mules, with re
sultant release of 20,000,000 to 25,000,000 acres of crops to feed other
farm animals, an increase of probably 12 per cent or more.
(2) Increasing production of animal products per unit feed consumed
notably of milk and pork. With reference to economy in crop and pasture
land this factor appeared to be of a similar magnitude to the use of the
tractor and automobile.
(3) Shifts from the less productive toward the more productive
crops per acre within several regions, notably from corn toward cotton
in the South and from wheat toward corn in the western Corn Belt and
Hortheastern.
(4) Shifts from the less productive toward the more productive an-
imals per unit of feed consumed, principally from beef cattle toward
1
dairy cattle and swine.
Population:
The general population of the United States has made a con
tinuous climb since 1910, having increased from 91,972,266 in 1910 to
105,710,620 in 1920 to 122,775,046 in 1930, or an increase of 14.9#
from 1910 to 1920 and 16.1% from 1920 to 1930. These increases in the
population are reflections of the trends of rural and urban life. The
percentage increase of the urban population for 1920 over 1910 was 28.8^}
and for 1930 over 1920, 27^. Contrasted to this great increase in the
urban population is the small rural increase of 3.2% from 1910 to 1920
and 4.7% from 1920 to 1930.
The Census in 1920 and 1930 divides the rural population into
two classes, the rural farm and the rural non-farm. It is shown that
from 1920 to 1930 the rural farm population decreased from 31 million to
30 million or 3.9% and the rural non-farm population increased from 20 to
over 23 million or 18.0??.
The Negro population of the United States increased from
9,827,763 to 10,463,131 or 5.3% from 1910 to 1920 and further increased
to 11,891,143 or 13.0^ by 1930. For the most part the Negro population
is rural, however, the urban portion has shown signs of consistent in
crease since 1910. Prom 1910 to 1920 there was a ZZ.6% increase in the
Negro urban population or from 2|r million to 3i| million. By 1930 there
was an increase to 5 million or 45.6/J. The rural population decreased
from 7,142,966 in 1910 to 6,903,658 in 1920 or 5.7% and to 6,697,230 or
3.0,^ by 1930. This great decrease is found in the rural farm rather
Summary of American Agriculture compiled by 0. E. Baker, U. S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, May, 1931, p. 1.
Table 3




























































bhan the rural non-farm folk, for there was a decrease in the rural
farm population of 8.1j£ from 1920 to 1930 and an increase of 11.l# in the
rural non-farm population.
Migration
The mass migration of people from rural to urban and from urban
bo rural between 1910 and 1930 must be recognized as an important factor
in the study of population trends in the United States.
In 1910, 45.8^ of the United States' population was urban, in
1920, 51.4£ and in 1930, 56.2^. The ITegroes had 27.3?S urban population
in 1910, 34.0^ in 1920 and 43.7^ in 1930. From 1910 to 1920 the total ur
ban population increased 28.8^ or 12 million persons and from 1920 to 1930
the increase was 27.# or 14 million persons. The rural population in
creased 3.2% from 1910-1920 and 4.7% from 1920-1930. Negroes contributed
nothing toward the small rural increase for from 1910-1920 the Negro urban
population increased 874,676 or ZZ.5% and from 1920 to 1930 1,634,440 or
45.9& whereas there was a decrease in the rural numbers of 2 hundred
thousand during the first decade under consideration, or 3.4% and another
2 hundred thousand or 3% during the second decade. ThompsonVites "That
the farm population decreased from 1920 to 1930 while the urban population
increased is due primarily to the migration from farm to city. Farm birth
rates have long been higher than city birth rates and farm death rates lower
than city death rates, making the rate of natural increase of population
correspondingly larger. But the net movement of persons from farms to
cities was larger than the excess of births over deaths from 1920 to 1930;
hence the farm population decreased in spite of the high birth rates and
low death rates".
1933, Vol. T7-"p7""9T
Trends in the United States, McGraw Hill Inc., Hew York
~~'~~"~~~ ~~— '
Table 4.















































































































































































Increase in Population, Urban and Rural by Racial Classes for the United States-1910-1930







































































































In 1920 there were 336,000 more persons leaving the farms for
the city than the number coming to the farms. The excess departure from
the rural areas reached its peak of 907 thousand in 1926. During the
next two years, the excess farm to city numbers fill to 457 thousand in
1927 and to 422,000 in 1928. In 1929 the number increased to 477 thou-
sand.
In 1930 the masses shifted and 17,000 more people came to the
farms from the city than those leaving the farm. In 1931 this excess
reached a heighth of 214,000.
During the migratory period it is estimated that from one
quarter to three quarters of a million Negroes left the South and moved in
to the northern cities.
^chool__Attendance
Considering the school age limits of 5 to 20 years, the urban
school attendance rose from 6,541,896 in 1910 to 8,828,040 or M.9% in
1920 to 14,044,180 or 59.^. Rural school attendance increased from
9,698,594 in 1910 to 10,623,811 or 5.0^ in 1920 to 12,805,459 or 20.5^
in 1930. For the same age grouping the rural distribution of school
attendance was close to that of the urban. For example in 1910, 64.3^
of the rural children between the ages of 7 and 20 were in school as com
pared to 61.6?? in urban areas; in 1930, 67.8?' of the rural attended and
72.3^ of the urban. The age grouping of 7 to 13 years shows someis/hat a
different picture. Throughout the period of 1910 through 1930 the per
centage of attendance was greater for urban schools.
School attendance for Negro children in the United States be
tween the ages of 5 and 20 years shoiTed an increase from 1,664,759 in
1910 to 2,030,269 in 1920 or 21.9^ to 2,477,311 or 21.5?S in 1930. Urban
Table 8.






















































































t= Note: Ae;e groupings for 1910 and 1920 are 7 to 20 instead of 5 to 20, as are few 1930. Numbers are not to j
be compared, only proportions. |
_ - I
Tatle 9.
Illiteracy of Urban and Rural Populations, United States 1810,1920,1930


















































children from 7 to 13 years of age increased in attendance from 371,303
in 1920 to 517,918 in 1930 or 39.%. During this time the numbers of
rural school children of the same age, increased from 959,740 to 1,008,706
or 5.0%. Seventy-three per cent of the rural Negro children attended
school in 1920 and 83.8% in 1930.
Illiteracy
From 1910 to 1920 there was an 11.8% increase in the number of
illiterates in the urban areas of the United States and a decrease of 21.%
in the rural areas. From 1920 to 1930 there was an 8% decrease in the
number of urban illiterates and an 8.3% decrease in that of the rurals.
Negro urban illiterates from 1910 to 1920 increased 2% in number
and those of the rural areas decreased 21,5%. By 1930 the urban number
decreased 1,6% and that of the rural decreased 21.%
Although the proportional difference in rural and urban school
attendance was slight the percentage of illiteracy in rural life remained
almost twice as much for the 1910-1930 period as the urban. In 1910 the
percentage of urban illiteracy was 5.1% and of rural 10.1%j in 1920,
urban 4.4%, rural 7.7% and in 1930, urban 3.2% and rural 5.8%. The Jlegro
proportions of illiteracy are as follows: in 1910 urban illiteracy was
17.6% of the population and that of rural areas was 36.1%j in 1920, 13.4%
urban and 28.5% rural, and in 1930, 9.2% urban and 22.4% rural.
_Family_
The average family group is also experiencing a decline in size,
the urban fall is more pronounced than that of the rural. In 1910, 4.5
persons constituted the average urban family} by 1930 this had fallen to
3.3 persons. In 1910, 4.6 persons represented the average rural family;
by 1930 this had dropped to 4.1. This shoxvs a decrease in the size of the
Table 10.























urban family of 1.3 persons as compared to .5 persons in the rural family.
The median size rural and urban Hegro family in the United States
is available only for 1930, but from the comparison of the size of the
Ifegro family as a whole, in 1910 and 1930, one can get a pretty definite
conception of the shrinkage in the Negro rural family. For in 1910 when
$ of the legro population was rural the median size family in Hie
United States was 4.6 and in the South, 4.7; by 1930 the average family
size was 3.15 the urban 2.70 and the rural 3.50.
Farm Property
Reduced farm incomes, low prices, high freight rates, high taxes
3tc. all have contributed to the trends of values of farm property in the
United States. In 1932 farm incomes dropped to the lowest levels in 20
years. Mortgages were on the increase, foreclosures were more numerous then
than in any other period in history. These conditions existed all over the
country, every type of faming was included in ihe "depression".
In 1910 there were 6,361,502 farms in the United States. Of this
number 920,883 or 14.4?? of the farms were operated by legroes, leaving
5,440,619 or 85.6% to be distributed among the other racial groups.
Ten years later, 1920, the total number of farms had jumped to
6,448,343, representing an increase of 1.3$. The number of Negro opera-
tors rose to 649,809, an increase of 2.3$; while the number of white opera
tors increased only 1.1$.
The periods of 1925 and 1930 showed decided decreases in the number of
farms; a drop to 6,371,640 or 1.1$ in 1925 and further to 6,288,648 or 2.5$
in 1930. The next five years, 1930-1935, showed a rise of some 600,000
over the 1925-1930 period, an increase of 8.3$. During this same period,
1930-1935, while white farm operators increased 10.7$ Megro operators de-
12
creased 6,6%.
Ownership of farms decreased steadily from 1910 to 1930; from
3,948,722 in 1910 to 3,925,090 in 1920 or 5.9$, to 3,686,332 or 1.5$ in
1925, to 3,568,394 or 9.1$ in 1930. Prom 1930 to 1935 there was an in
crease of 9.2$, from 3,568,394 to 3,889,091, which brought the number up
just a little higher than that of 1925. llegro farm owners decreased only
.7% from 1910 to 1920; from 218,972 to 218,612, but by 1930 the number was
further reduced to 181,016 or 16.7$.
A decrease in farm ownership rneans an increase in tenancy. From
1910 to 1920 the number of tenants increased from 2,300,000 to 2,400,000
or 4.2$. By 1930 there xirere 2,600,000 tenants which is an increase of 8.5$
over the 1920 number; and by 1935 there were 2,800,000 tenants, which is a
7.5$ increase over the 1930 number.
Land Acreage and Value
In 1910 there were 878 million acres of farm land in the United
States valued at 34 billion dollars. By 1920 the acreage had increased to
955 Millions or 8.8$ while the value increased to 66 billion dollars or
90.6$. During this time the acreage of farm operated by Negroes decreased
2.8$, from 42 million acres to 41 million and the value of the property in
creased 144.$ or from 90 thousand to 2 million dollars.
From 1920 to 1935 there was a general increase in the amount of
land acreage in the United States to one billion acres but there was a con
tinuous decrease in the value of it. In 1925 there was a 25.4$ decrease in
farm values in comparison to a 3.4$ decrease in land acreage; in 1930 the
decrease in farm value was 27.8$ and the land acreage increased 3.2$; in
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U. S. Census, Dept. of Commerce,Tegro In the United States, 1920-1932, Table 12, p. 577, Ts. 6,7,8,9, p.576.
2
U. S. Census, Dept. of Commerce, 1935, Vol. VI, p. 18.
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lands from 1920 to 1930 decreased from 41 to 37 million acres or 9»5% and
the value of the land decreased from 2,257 millions to 1,402 millions or
37.9^.
The average size of farms in the United States increased from
1920 to 1930 while the number of farms decreased. The average size of
farms operated by whites was 165.7 acres in 1920 and 176. acres in 1930j
Negro farms decreased from an average acreage of 44.8 in 1920 to 42.6 in
1930.
Development of Part-Time Farming
In 1930 the former farm to city migrants showed evidences of go
ing "back to the farm. Almost a million and a half people left the cities
(1930) and went back to the farms. This number about balanced the city
1
movement.
With such prevailing conditions the farmer has found an increas-
2
ing necessity of having a "side job" to supplement the farm income. In
1929 and again in 1934 approximately a third of all the farm operators in
the country was engaged in another occupation in addition to their farm
work. The northern and western farmers have taken "side jobs" in larger
proportions than those of other sections. There were (1934) only 8 states
that had less than |r of the farmers doing part-time work and they for the
most part are in the south: Iowa, lew Jersey, Illinois, Delaware, North
Carolina, Georgia, Mississippi and Louisiana. Four states had more than
50^ of the farmers doing extra work: New Hampshire, South Dakota, Ar
izona and Utah.
In reference to the development of part-time farming in the
3
United States, Brunner and Kolb state:
1United States Census of Agriculture 1935, Part-Time Farming in United
States, Chapter 2, p. 7-8.
2Ibid.
3Brunner, E. de. S and Ko.lb J. H., Rural Social Trends, McGraw-Hall Book
Co., Inc., New York & London, 1933, tftsptef li, pp. 49-50.
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"The small farm is interesting too in that so often it represents
an effort to retain a connection with the soil and yet raise the
standard of living through non-agricultural employment. Part-time
employment has also increased, in part because of the agricultural
depression, and thus represents an effort to solve the problems
that have arisen with the last decade. There seems to be a correla
tion between the type of farming and rurality and the proportion of
farmers engaged in part-time non-agricultural employment/ Thus, in
Ohio only 8 per cent of the heads of farm families were so supplement
ing their income in the most rural of a group of areas studied", while
in the most industrialized areas 27 per cent were employed in part-
time occupations. In a central New York village 17.8 per cent of the
open-country males were employed in other than agricultural pursuits.
In the Middle West, on the other hand, except near fairly large cities
and along main highways, little of this tendency was discovered dur
ing the resurvey of the 140 villages that were initially studied by
the Institute of Social and Religious Research. As in the Ohio study,
these two factors increased part-time employment in every region} but
it is far more generally found in the other three regions than in ihe
Middle West. In one citrus fruit coiimunity, 55 per cent of the grow
ers had secured extra employment to eke out their income. In the main,
field-worker estimates of the proportion of farmers otherwise employed
part of the time ranged from one-sixth to one-fourth outside the Middle
West. This was reported locally almost everywhere to be a new trend."
Some of the part-time occupations are:




5. Driving School Buses
Farm Conditions in the Soutft
6. Operating milk routes
7. Operating saw mills
8. Preaching
9. Hoad work
10. Accommodating summer boarders
The general condition of the southern farmer as a result of the
recent depression is quite similar to that of farmers of other regions.
It is generally accepted to be true, for obvious reasons, that the de
pression incurred heavy losses in the farm industry and the South is no
exception. The growing of cotton is such an important industry that any
retardation in its progress is reflected in Hie social and economic life.
When all conditions are favorable and the market price is fair the farmer
is able to enjoy many advantages, namely, wholesome food, better clothing,
health, new or improved schools, property ownership and better homes, etc.
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When the cotton crop fails to bring good returns due to unfavorable
weather conditions, the boll weevil, low market prices, etc., adverse
conditions naturally follow, the result of which is keenly felt by the
people of the entire region.
It is interesting to note the fluctuations of cotton values be
fore and after the war. This is clearly shown in a report of the United
States Department of Agriculture:
"War time and post war developments upset the balance in the
cotton situation. War forced up the United States farm price
from an average of 12.4 cents a pound in the 5 year pre-war
period to 28.4 cents in November 1918. With an annual produc
tion in this period slightly lower than that of the pre-war
period, the farm value of the cotton crop was doubled. The favor
able price situation did not lead quickly to a great expansion in
production because of high costs and the shortage of labor in the
war period and the gradual spread of the boll weevil. By 1921
the weevil had spread over most of the Cotton Belt? in that year
it reduced yields more than 30%. Severe damage occurred also in
1922 and 1923. In some sections cotton production was nearly
abandoned. But the power of the price to stimulate production
had not vanished. It had simply met an unusual temporary obstacle.
After a brief post war slump, cotton prices recovered and soared
again to high levels. The short crop due to the boll weevil
caused an extreme shortage of supplies. The farm price in De
cember 1923 ivas 32 cents a pound. This was an incentive to pro
duction that not even the states most heavily infested with the
boll weevil could resist. They learned to combat the insect, and
yields began to increase again. Fanners in non-infested regions
increased their acreage. Significant increases took place on the
northern edge of the Cotton Belt, on the Atlantic Coast and in the
Mississippi Valley States. Tremendous expansion took place in the
West. Texas alone added 7,000,000 acres between 1921 and 1926, in
creasing its cotton production from 2,200,000 bales in 1921 to
5,600,000 bales in 1926. Oklahoma's output rose from 480,000 bales
in 1921 to 1,770,000 in 1926. In all, cotton acreage planted in
the United States increased from 29,716,000 acres in 1921 to
45,847,000 acres in 1926."
This expansive growth of cotton in the southwest is swiftly
weakening the stability of the rule of cotton in the old South. Johnson,
Agricultural Adjustment, A Report of the Administration of the A.A.A.,
Kay, 1933 to February, 1934, United States Printing Office, Washington,
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Embree and Alexander say1that the "ancient order of cotton in the old
South is doomed. Sweeping changes in southern farming must come swift
ly if millions of farmer plantation workers are not completely wrecked
if the region itself is not to suffer violent ruin".
The "sweeping changes" came in the form of the A. A. A. The
purpose of the A. A. A. was to relieve the farmers, especially the
southern farmers, of the burden and effects of overproduction and low
prices. The farm owners, large and small, profited and have been helped
immensely, but the tenant and sharecropper reaped very little or prac
tically no appreciative gain.
The physical South presents a very discouraging view as is
shown by T. L. Howard:
".... The South leads, more over in depleted forests and deserted
mines, in soil exhaustion, soil erosion and abandoned lands. It
also leads in infant mortality, illiteracy, crime per capita,
malaria and pellagra....
There are some two million tenant and farm labor families
on Southern farms and plantations. Not only has the proportion
of tenant to owner operators increased in recent years, but the
ratio of white to Negro tenants has grown larger until now
there are more white than Negro families in this group. More
and more acreage is being cultivated by tenants and sharecroppers
without permanent interest in the fields they cultivate and ig
norant of or indifferent to the principle of soil conservation.
Tenant farms are rarely planned on a subsistence basis, and the
excessive devotion to a one crop system tends to hasten the de
terioration of the soil. The result is seen in the eroding
fields and rain-washed gullies of innumerable rural communities
throughout the South."
Population of the South
The population of the South has been increasing steadily dur
ing the past three census decades. From 1910 to 1920 the numbers in the
1
Johnson, Charles S., Embree, Edwin. R., Alexander, W. W., The Collapse
of Cotton Tenancy, Chapel Hill, University of E. C. Press, 1935, p. 2.
2 ' *"*~ "'"'
Howard, T. I,., 'The T.Y.A. and Economic Security in the South, Chapel Hill,
University of K. C. Press, 1936. *~
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South rose from 29 thousand to S3 thousand or 1Z,B%, and by 1930 to 37
thousand or 12.0$. The legro in the South represents a very small
proportion of this increase, for from 1910 to 1920 Kegro population in
the South increased only 1.8$ and from 1920 to 1930 the increase was 5.0??.
Prom 1910 to 1920 the white population of the South increased 11.0- and
from 1920 to 1930 14.7$. The rural population of the South shows an in
crease of 7.2$ from 1910 to 1930 and the bulk of this was white for Ee-
groes showed a 2.8$ decrease from 1910 to 1920 and a 4.0$ decrease from
1920 to 1930.
The statistics of the urban population of the South show the
trends of migration in the South. In the 1910-1920 decade urban Negroes
increased from 1,854,455 to 2,250,969 or 21.4$, and to 2,966,325 or 31.8$
by 1930. The white urban population increased 47.9?? from 1910 to 1920 and
31.1$ from 1920 to 1930.
19
School Attendance
The number of Negro children from 7-13 years of age attend
ing school in 1930 in the South was an 8,5% increase over the number for
1920j but there was a 2,4% decrease in the 14-20 age grouping. Rural
children attending school from 7-13 increased from 930 thousand in 1S20
to 970 thousand in 1S30 or 4.3% and the 14-20 age group increased from
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Illiteracy rates in the South
Illiteracy rates of Negroes in the South run much higher than
those of the whites. In 1930 the rate of illiteracy for Negroes in the
United States was d,Z%; for whites 0.5^. In the South 13.2% of the
Negroes were reported illiterate and whites had 1.2/£ illiterate. The
rural South carries 22.7^ of its Negro population illiterate and 4.8$
of the white.
Table 15.
Illiterates in Rural and Urban Communities of the United States
and the South "by Race for 1930































Farm Operators in the^South
The number of farm operators in the South has experienced a
corresponding decline with the rural population. There was a 2.6;' in
crease in the number of white farm operators fron 1920 to 1930 in con
trast to a 4.9% decrease in that of Negro operators. The significance of
this may be further brought out by the fact that in 1930 90.7;* of all the
ilep-ro fanners in the United States were located in the South, and only
43.6^ of the white farmers are found in this section.
llerro farm owners decreased 17.1:? from 1S20 to 1950 whereas
white farm, owners decrease 10.6%. Kepro tenancy shows a decrease of 1.1-1
while -white tenancy increased 25. fo. The number of I'lepro farm managers
was reduced more than half from 1920 to 1930, that is, fron 1,759 to 805
or 54.2'ii. f.'hite managers showed a 0.1$ decrease.
_Land J^J^™2.
Farm land acreage in the South decreased 5.4>1 from 1920 to
1930. Owner land aor-age was reduced 20.9?*; tenants' increased 13$
an.d managers' increased 4.0^. The loss to Uerro operators was 9.33
and to the whites l.i;C The land holdings of He-ro farm owners fell
fron 13 million acres in 1910 to 10 million in 1S30 or 19.7& white
owners lost 13.5$. Land acreage for Kesrro tenants had a 3.8^ decrease
whereas white tenants reported a 23.9?? increase. Nopro managers' land
acreage decreased 35.4#, while that of white managers increased 23.67=.
Table 16.










































































































































































All Land in Farms Operated by Uegroes

















































































The average size of farms of the South in 1920 was 109.2
acres; by 1930 it had been reduced to 106.4 acres. Negroes averaged
44.3 acres in 1920 and 42.2 acres in 1930* whites averaged 135.2 acres in
1920 and 130.3 acres in 1930.
Table 1C.
















The amount of crop land harvested in the South showed a 1,1%
increase from 1925 to 1930. Owners showed l.B% increase, tenants 10.8$
increase and managers 52.8^ increase.
Table IS.




























The decrease in the value of farms (which includes lands and
buildings) in the South is to be expected. Prom 1910 to 1920 there was
a 106.1?? increase in farm values but this was reduced 18.6$ by 1930.
Negro owners of farm property saw the value §f their farms decrease
39.9& for tenants the decrease was 37.6^ and for managers 40.6#. The
value of farms ovmed by whites from 1920 to 1930 decreased 20.7^.
Rented farm values dropped 5.6^ and manager farm value 5.9$.
Tatle 20.
Value of Farm Buildings and Lands for Farms Operated by Negroes
____ and Ihites, in the South, 1910-1935
1910































































The value of farm implements and machinery increased 162.9$

















The same factors that play parts in controlling the conditions
of the fanners in the country as a whole and especially the South are to
be considered in the cases of both the Negro and white farmer of Georgia.
The ebb and flow of market values and crops, the coming of the boll
weevil, modern methods of transportation and communication, the rise of
a more industrialized North and East offering better and more enticing
wage and a chance for those who have for one reason or another waited
for opportunity to leave the farm, all lend weight or pressure to the
stability or instability of the population.
From 1910 to 1920 there was a slight increase in the rural
population of Georgia from 2,070,357 to 2,167,841, or 4.7$, by 1930 this
number fell to 2,012,912, a decrease of 7.1$ and by 1935 it %vas 1,405,944
or 30.0$; decrease over 1930. The increase that is noted in 1920 was
entirely of the white population, for Negroes show a constant decline to
an extent of 44.9$ by 1935. These changes have taken place as follows:
in 1910 the rural Negro population of Georgia was 952,161, in 1920 it
was 933,329, a decrease of 2$, in 1930 the number dropped to 754,488 or
24
* t0 525'3S1 °r 31<* Hot °°ly
has the rural fcgro population decreased Jn numbers, out also in propor
tion to the total copulation. In 1910 ■*?<». formed 46* of the rural
copulation, in 1920, «.«!. in 1980, 37.555 and in 1935, 37.4!?.
Contrary to the »ovement of the Eegro population, rural whites
increased numerically a. well as proportionally. In 1910 rural whites
numbered 1,118,196, by 1920 there -re 1,234,512 whites, an increase of
10.*. ttl. number by 1930 further increased to 1,258,424 or l.lf. over
the 1920 population. Durin, the five year period of 1930-1935 «>e white
population was reduced to 380,613 or 30.23b the HeEro population during
this same period decreased 31.9$.
Toting Age of the Rural Population
from 1920 to 1930 there was a general decrease of 11,979 in
«. number of persons of rural Georgia who were 21 years of age and over.
Iferroes account for this decline, for during this period there was a
decrease of 65,633 or 16.* Kegroes, while the *ites had 43,654 or
07* increase. In 1920 .e.roes co^osed 41.3!! of the votin, aEe popula
tion of Georgia, by 1930 this proportion fell to 35.5*. The proportion
of H.6ro .ales is sliEhtly less than that of females d»rinE both dec
ades and the percent^ of white- -1.. is slightly hlEher than that of
white females.
Size of Families
The rural families in Georgia,bcth »e£ro and white, are
lar6er than the urban, whit, families on the averse are larger than
N.sro and tenants- are larger than owners. In 1930 the average si*e
flegro owner farm family was 3.68, that of the whites was 3.93. ..egro










































































































































































































































































































Birth and jDeath Rates
The cotton industry demands a. great supply of unskilled labor
hence landovmers prefer large families as tenants. This encourages the
high birth rate that is found in rural Georgia; but the percentage of
natural increase is kept down by the high death rate. Infant mortality
rates are especially high due to the fact that parents and children are
over-worked and under fed. Other contributing factors are unsatisfac
tory housing conditions, inadequate sanitation, ard insufficient cloth
ing and medical attention. In 1030 colored people contributed 39,"? to
the number of rural births in Georgia but 47$ of the deaths were colored;
in 1931 Negroes composed Z0,8% of the number of births and 46.9/' of the
number of deaths. The birth rate per thousand of the rural population
in 1930 was 21; in 1931 it increased to 21.7, The death rate over this
one jear period decreased from 10.5 to 9.8 per one thousand population.
The rural colored birth rate in 1930 was 22.3 per thousand
and in 1931, 23.7. The death rate decreased frora 13.-5 per thousand to
12.6. V/hite birth rates increased from 20.2 per thousand in 193© to
20.5 in 1931 whereas the death rate decreased from 8.8 per thousand to
8.1.
Infant mortality rates show a decrease from 1930 to 1931 from
73.7 per thousand born to 68.8 and "egroes maintained the heaviest pro
portion of this, of 80.1 per thousand born in 1930 and decreasing to
77.1 per thousand born in 1931. The infant mortality of the whites was
G4.6 per thousand births in 1930 and 55 per thousand births in 1931.
The rate of decres.se for ^ngroes was 11 per thousand, while that of the
whites was 9.6. Negroes1 rate of still-births per 100 live births, in
1930 ?xas 9.6 and in 1931, 0.6 while that of the whites fell from 3.9 in











































































































































































































































































































































































































































School Attendance and Illiteracy
During the three decades from 1910 to 1930 the school attend
ance of the rural children of Georgia increased to a slight degree. In
1910 58.3$ of the school age population attended school} in 1920 the
proportion fell to 45.2$ and "by 1930 it went up to 59.4$. Negro Chil
dren represented 32.2$ of the total school attendance in 1910. In 1920
even though there was only a slight population increase of 966, there
was an increase of about 28,000 Negro children attending school which
brought the proportion of Negro school attendance up to 45.9$j from 1920
to 1930 the percentage of Negro attendance fell to 35.2$. The percentage
of the Negro population that attended school in 1910 was 38.9; in 1920,
45.8 and in 1930, 52.6j this nets an increase in the Negro school attend
ance of 13.7??
School Attendance according to Ages
In 1910 there were 59,957 persons in Georgia between the ages
of 5 and 6 years of age. Of this number 10,725 or 17.9?? attended school.
By 1920 the figures of children of these same ages had dropped to 58.081
and 14,319 or 24.7$ of them were in school. By 1930 the population be
tween 5 and 6 years of age further decreased to 41,818 and 11,582 or
27.6$ of them were in school. There was a decrease in the actual num
bers of children of these ages attending school, but a definite increase
in the proportion.
Taking a glance at the children from 7-15 years of age. In
1910, 58.2$ of the 186,010 children of that age attended school) in
1920, 66% of the 189,668 and in 1930, 81.8$ of the 141,530. In 1930 we
find a big drop of 25.1$ in the number of children between 7-13 years
of age and an 8.8$ decrease in the number of children attending school
27
from 1920-1930. However "the proportional number of children attend
ing school increased.
The percentage of school attendance among children from 14-20
years is similar to that of those in the youngest group classification,
but the numbers are much greater. From 1910 to 1930 there xi&s a con
tinual decrease in the population of this group, but a slight increase
in school attendance. In 1910, of the 155,090 population, 36,820 or
23.7/^ attended school. By 1920 the total population was 154,274 and
42,892 or 27.0 were enrolled in schools. The 1930 population de
creased to 137.670 but 42,597 were in school. These numbers do not
designate how much time these children spent per day or per year in
school, but just that they attended. Kany children who enroll may
attend only a few days and the writer knows of instances when they cone
the first day of school and do not return. From these figures we can
conclude that the majority of the school attending children were from
7-13 years of age and that those from 5-6 years of age attended less;
and from a numerical as well as proportional point of view there is a
higher average number of younger children attending school than there
is of the older groups.
From 1910 to 1930 the rate of illiteracy has been cut a little
more than half, dropping from ZS.Zfc in 1910 to 21.4% in 1920 to 10.9^
in 1930. The Negro rates,as are to be expected, are much higher than
the average of the statej in 1910, 39.7;* of the rural I.egro population
was illiterate; in 1920, 31.9$ and in 1930, 22.1??, however, the decline
in rate is encouraging. Yet the education status of the rural Eegro is
to be viewed as considerably low when it is recognized that over 3/4 of
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U. S. Census, Vol. Ill, 1920, T. 4S P. 204.
U. S. Census, Vol. II, Part. 1, 1930, p. 460.
Ibid.
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The rate of illiteracy of females has consistantly been lower
than that of the males, for the state and for Negroes
Farm Operators
In 1910 there were a total of 291,027 farm operators in Georgia,
and 122,559 or 42.1$ of these were Negro. By 1935 the total had fallen
to 251,084 or 12.3$ and the Negro numbers had fallen to 73,825 or 40.8$,
making them (Negroes) constitute only 31.2$ of the total number of farm
operators in the state.
The number of full ownership farms reached its peak in 1920 when
94,575 or 34$ of the total number of operators fell under this heading.
While the total number of Negro owners was greatest (16,042) in 1920, the
1910 figure, 15,698, represents a greater percentage of the total. The
percentage of Negro ownership fell 43.3 from 1910 to 1935 while that of
the whole state fell 14.5.
Those farmers who are classified as "part owners" more or less,
have "held their own" during the past three and a half decades. It is
true that from 1910 to 1920 there was a slight decrease of some 2,000 part
owners, but by 1935 these figures had risen within 500 of the 1910 number,
/part owners numbered 17 hundred in 1925, 20 hundred in 1930 and 16 hun
dred in 19S5.
The number of tenant farmers increased 8.3$ from 1910 to 1920,
but fell 23.2$ by 1925. There was a 9.6$ increase during the 5 year
period from 1925-1930. Negro tenants likewise declined from 1910 to 1925,
29.9$ and experienced a similar increase by 1930 of 4.7$.
The number and percentage of Negro farm managers has remained
small. It was in 1920 when the number of Negro managers reached its
peak. Even then at its height Negro managers represented only 12.5$ of
all the managers employed, numerically there were 207. By 1935 this num
ber had dropped to 32 or 3.1%, if the total number of farm managers.
Farm Operato Ts-Georj
Table 28.
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Farm lands in Georgia decreased from 27 million acres in 1S10
to 22 million acres in 1925. By 19S0 farm lands had a slight increase of
0.6?? and by 1935 the total farm acreage exceeded 25 million acres, which
was a 15.1$ increase from 1925 to 1935. Tvrenty-six per cent of the farm
land in Georgia was operated in 1910 by Hegroes. In 1920 the Hegro pop
ulation increased to 27.8$. By 193 0 the number of acres had fallen from
7 million to 5 million or 27.8$ and this represented 23.1$ of the total
land.
In 1910 over 50*;? of the farm land was classified as "full owned"
property, and 9.1$ of this was in the hands of Negroes. Full ownership
constantly declined from 1910 to 1930; from 1930 to 1835 farm ownership
increased 10.7$. Negro owiership decreased from 1910 through 1935,
49.0$. As full ownership of land decreased part ownership increased
56.8$ from 1910 to 1930 and 12.8$ from 1S30 to 1935. For Negroes, part
owiership increased 48.4$ from 1925 to 1930, but decreased 5.2$ hy 1935.
Tenant farm operators' lend in Georgia increased 3.3$ from
1910 to 1920j decreased 20.0$ from 1920 to 1925, and then increased 21.9$
from 1925 to 1930. Negro tenants operated 5,714,997 acres in 1910,
which was 50.5$ of the total acreage of tenant land. 1920 saw a 1.1$
decrease in 3?egro tenant acreage and it further decreased 37.1$ by 1925
to 3,595,606 acres. From 1925 to 1930 the land increased to 4197772
acres or 16.7$, but the relation to the total continuously decreased
from 1910 to 1930. By 1930 Hegro tenant lands were 37.2$ of the total.
The land acreage of farm managers in 1910 was 779,122 acres
and was operated by 1,419 managers. 3.5$ or 27,551 acres were managed
by 123 lie pro operators. The shifts in manager land in Georgia has
30
taken jlv-.ce -s . c;3oiys: from 1910 t If 20 increase of 18.8$, from 1S20 to
1925 decrease of 13.7$; from 1925 to 1930 increase of 16.5??; and from
1930 to 1935 decrease of 14.9??. Negro land acreage increased 5.3$ from
1910 to 1920, but from then on there has been a steady decline of 60.8,??.
By 1935 ^egro managers operated 1,4:% of the total acreage.
The value of farm lands and buildings increased 137.5$ from
1910 to 1S20 or from 479 million dollars to 1 billion dollars, but by
1925 it decreased 48.4$ and further by 1930 of 1.8$ until by 1935 farm
lands and buildings in Georgia were valued at 429 Million, legro farms
in 1910 were valued at 129 million dollars; by 1920 the value in
creased 150.4$ to 322 million; 1925 saw a decrease of 65.3$ and by
1930 Hepro farms were valued at 115 million, a 11.0?? decrease from 1910.
The value of owned farms had corresponding increases and de-
decreases as those of the total. From 1910 to 1920 owned farms increased
97.4$ in valuej from 1920 to 1925 they decreased 40.6=?; from 1925 to 1930
there was a further decrease of 18.8$ and. further of 23.1$ by 1S35. Hegro
farm owner value fell from 20 million in 1910 to 9 million in 1935, en
joying the 123.]$ increase in 1920.
Part owner land showed en increase ir, farm value in 1930 of
29.3$ over 1925, and that of Negroes showed a 34.6$ increase during the
same period, but by 1935 the total value decreased 21.3$ and that of Ne
groes 36.8$.
Similar increases and decreases are to be seen in the reports
for managers, tenants and croppers. In most instances where there wore
inclines or declines in the total value of the total property, the same
held true for that of Negroes. However, in many instances the rate of
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The value of farca implements and machinery in Georgia had
the corresponding "ups and downs" of the farm conditions in general.
From 1910 to 1920 values went up 202.3$, but dropped 57.4$ by 1925 and
went for a slight increase of 15.6$ by 1930. Farm oimers increased the
value of their farm equipment from 10 million dollars in 1910 to 15
million in 1930, 243.3$; that of Negro ovners decreased from 854
thousand dollars to 711 thousand or 16.8$; that of part owners in the
State increased 119.8$ for Negro part owners 2.7$. The value of imple
ments and machinery of managers increased in greater proportions than
that of any other type of farmer; from 1810 to 1930 there was an increase
of 124.3$ and for Negroes 81.9$. Tenants for the state as a whole showed
a 55.7$ increase during the two decades while Negro tenants had a 3.5$
decrease.
Crop Land Harvested
The trends in the acreage of crop land actually harvested an
almost parallel to those of the amount of land in farms, hj race and te-
ure. Farm owners harvested 15.1$ leas in 1929 than in 1924 and 3.6$ more
in 1934 than in 1929. Part oYmers saw an increase of 33.2$ in 1929 over
1924, bub experienced a 0.5$ decrease between 1929 and 1934. Negro owners'
amount of harvested land sIioxts a decrease at the end of each five year
period; from 1924 to 1929 a 4.6$ decrease is noted and from 1929 to 1934
a 8.2$ decrease continues. Eegro part owners' harvested lands increased
from 51 thousand acres to 71 thousand from 1924 to 1929 or 38.3$, but de
creased 17$ by 1934. Harvested land acreage for managers ws increased
6.2$ from 1924 to 1929 then decreased, by 1934, 9.2$; while that of Ne
groes was reduced 18.1$ and 52.8$ for the two respective poriods. Tenants
saw an increase of 10.6$ from 1924 to 1929; ^egro tenants' increase was
8.1?? for this same period of time.
Table 30.
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U. S. Census, Vol. Ill, 1920, T. 4, Page 204. (1910)
U. S. Census, Vol. Ill, pt. 1, 1930, Page 460. (1920,1930)
Chapter II
Statistical Indices of Hep.ro Economic Adjustment
in Heavily Populated Rural Counties of Georgia, 1910-1935
In considering the trends and characteristics of the rural Ne
gro population of Georgia, attention is beinp riven to 54 counties. The
Keg-roes in each of these counties ¥rere 100-5 rural according to the Census
reports of 1910, 1920 and 1930. The ebb and flow of populations of dif
ferent counties show the tendency of Keproes to leave one courty to live
in another.
Tenants who have not succeeded in locating on pood land or with
a fair landlord are continuously searching for better conditions, many
moving; from farm to ffxrm each fall, although they do not move far. Most
of them remain in the county of their birth or locate ir adjoining; coun
ties.
The rate of farm to farm mobility appears to be closely linked
with tenure status. The higher the farmer climbs the "agricultural lad-
1
der" the more stable he becomes.
In ^lcox County, for example, the He pro farm population
■hcroed from 5505 in 1910 to 7302 in 1S20, for an increase of 32.65<j but
by 1830 the number her© decreased to 5473 or 25°/ and by 1935 it fell to
4096 or 25.?A> Pulaski County is another typical example of the in
stability of the population. In 1910 there were 13,504 I%roes who
were reduced to 7,164 in 1920 by 46.9??; by 1930 there were 5056, a 2S.4<
decrease, which further fell to 3907 or 22.8$ by 1935. A third exam
ple is shown by Jasper County. During the 1910-1920 period there was
an increase of 234 persons, from 11484 to 11818 or 1.2??; for the 1520-
^VYoofter, T. J., Landlord and Tenant on^h£_5!ojrt3_ PJian^tion, iYashington,
D. C, 1936, p. XXVTli<"™""" - —-
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1930 period there was a decrease of G381 which brought the number down,
54.9^} by 1935 it had fallen to 3990 or 23.9#. From 1920 to 1935 the
population of Jasper decreased 11.1%.
Taking a look at the whole picture of the 54 counties it is
evidenced that from 1910 to 1920 -twenty counties showed increases rang
ing from 159 in Oglethorpe to 961 in Emanuel. Only seven counties show
increases from 1920 to 1930 and only two show increases frora 1930 to 1935,
Hot one of the twenty counties which showed a rise during the first de
cade of the time covered, was included in the numbers that showed in
creases during the following 15 years. Populations, like most social
phenomena, do not remain stable, and for this reason it is not alarming
to find the populations of these twenty counties showing increases dur
ing 1910-1920, while, although not showing increase during 1920-1930,
they did not remain the same. ' &ach one showed decrease ranging from 52
in Webster County to 6,381 in Jasper.
v Sjsx
On the whole the female and male populations of the rural Ne
gro of Georgia are about equally distributed. Of the 952,161 persons
in 1910, 477,032 or 50.1$ were males, while 475,129 or 49.9^ were fe
males. However, in 1930 there was a change in sex ratios - for between
1920 and 1930 female proportions increased £>% and that of the males de
creased .6%
The pendulum of population has swung in no greater uncertain
ty than in Chattahooehee County, where for the period 1910-1920 the
male population fell from 1858 to 968, a 47.9% drop, while from 1920-
1930 it rose again to 1564, which was an increase of 61.6?? for the ten
year period. A similar thing took place in the same county among the
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female population. Ourirjf 1910-1020 there was a 50'?' decrease, while from
1920 to 1930 there was a 10% increase. Exactly one-third of the fifty-
four counties studied showed increases in male population for 1910-1920,
whereas only one-seventh of them showed increases dx'.rinp, the later de
cade. And again we have no instances of counties showinp; consistent in
creases in population by either sex for the two decades. Twer.ty-two or
40.75? of the counties showed increases in the female population for the
first period. For males, 18 counties showed increases "between 1S10 and
1S20. Lincoln County is the only county in which the females did not
increase with the males. Here we have? a 0.9> increase for nales and a
1.7$ decrease for females. For the latter ten year period 8 counties
showed corresponding; increases for both sexes. By 1935 only two counties
Calhoun and Oeonee showed population increases. Calhoun's population
increased from 4488 in 1930 to 5762 in 1S35 or 28.3$ and 0con.ee from
2401 to 2S57 or 23.1'fi. The other counties show decreases corresponding
to their respective forner rates.
^The^opuJLatij^JLccording to Joti^g^ Age_
In 1910 there were 93,207 (or 9.68?$ of the 952,161 total pop
ulation of the 54 counties) persons of voting a^e. By 1920 this number
had increased to 182,579 or ?A*6% of the total population of 754,488.
This larre increase is due primarily to the fact that in the 1910 Census
there is no record of fenales of voting age included. The real picture
of the rise and fall is shown during the decade 1920-1930, when both
sexes were included in the enumeration. There was a decrease from the
figures of 1S20 from 182,579 to 141,326 by 1930. This is a decrease of
27.8?' of the total population in 1930. This vast loss of 41,253 per
sons of votinf ape, which means that they were entirely lost to the
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counties, certainly Increases the belief that this decade was one of
great migration of the rural legro of Georgia. Although only 54 of the
161 counties are being observed, leaving- 107 other counties irto which
these people could have migrated, a reference to the figures showing the
downward swing of the population of the state during this same period,
makes it reasonably safe to conclude that the majority of these people
left the state to live in other states or in other sections of the coun
try.
In view of this increase in number of population on a whole
there are counties which show increases in number of both the male and
female persons of voting age. Of the eligible males there were nine
counties that had Increases in 1930 over 1920. This increase of 1S30
over 1820, however, is not to mean that the 1930 figures were as high
in value as in 1910. For an instance, Calhoun County which showed an
increase of 222 or M.8% of 1930 over 1920 records, had only 1722 people
of voting age in 1S30 while in 1910 there were 1562 persons. Lumpkin
County shows a similar picture when It jumped from 61 persons to 43;
from 43 to 51 in 1910, 1920 and 1930 respectively. Hers we have an in
crease of 8 or 18.6?? of the 1930 figures over 1920, yet this Increase
Fives a total of 51 males of voting age as compared to 61 in 1910.
Due to the fact that before 1910 women were not allowed to
vote, the figures of women of voting age naturally fall in the 1920-1930
Census compilation. This rosans that in 1920 there were 92,629 or 56.7^
of the female population of the fifty-four counties considered in the
study v/ho were of voting age. In 1930 this number had decreased to
73,739 or 46.1% of the total female population of these counties. Only
ten of these counties showed Increases Ik persons of voting age among fe-
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males. These were Bullock, Calhoun., Chattahooehee, Clinch, Effingham,
Mclntosh, Montgomery, Quitman, Schley and Webster. The increases of
these ten counties range from 6 or .9?? of those in Webster County to 113
or 2H% in Chattahooehee County. There were eight of these ten counties
sb.ovri.rg- increases in both males arid females and at a similar rate for
both sexes. These eight are Bullock, Calhoun, Chattahooehee, Clinch,
Effinfhan, ^clntosh, Lontromery, and Quitman. The other two increases
were in Tompkin and Trilkinson Counties for the males snd Shirley and
"Webster for the females. The other counties showed decrease for males
and females.
If Kegroes voted in rjeorgia, their numbers would have a tre
mendous effect upon the political situation of the State. In 1930 rle-
groes composed 5Q,£ or more of the number of males of voting- age in 33
of the 54 counties under observation; the proportions ranged from 50.1??
in Cliroh County to 76.15i- in Lee County. The Negro feralee of voting
are controlled 32 counties which ranged from 51^ in Brooks County to
76.8?? in Lee County. For either sex only one county, Chattahooehee,
shows Hep-roes of voting age representing less than 255? of the entire
voting population.
School Attendances
A study of the school attendance by ape r-roupirgs in 1930
by counties shows that as the ages increase the percentage of attend
ance decreases. The attendance for the 7-13 age group is comparative
ly high, ranging from 65.6;? in I'ilkinson County to 94.6$ in Stewart
County. "While Stewart County carried the largest proportion of school
atter.dan.ee the «reatest number was found in Hancock County 1724e
™he 14-15 arc group shows a gradual decrease in the per-
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centape of school attendance* The proportions dropped as low as 4:7,6%
in Candler County and the highest was 79.% in Stewart. And arain it is
rot the county having; the highest percentage that has the highest real
numbers in school attendance. Jefferson County with an attendance of 413
led all others as compared to Candler with only 79.
The proportions of school attendance continue to dwindle in the
16-17 ape ^roup and by the time the 18-20 age rroup is reached, the num
bers and percentages axe comparatively negligible. Ir Fenry and T'/ilkins
Counties the percentages fell as low as 2.9 and 3.3 respectively. In
only eleven of the fifty-four courties did the percentage rise to 10;t
or "more. Columbia County reported 17.8$, which is the highest.
This last me grouping is by far the lowest in. numerical and
percentage representation. The two years difference between this proup
and the 16-17 af^e group shows that the 16.17 year group has much hip"her
rates than, the latter. 'Khile with rates not nearly so high as those of
the first class that was considered, a majority of the counties show
that at least 20$ of the people of 16 and 17 years of age attended school
which is at least twice as high as the rate of the 18-20 group.
7/hen consideration is riven to the fact that education among
the rural Negroes in Georgia is not encouraged by the whites or by the
Eegro parents in general, it is not surprising that the rate of illit
eracy is hifh and that the decrease in recent years has been relatively
small, Even though the numbers are larpe the;/ are small when compared
to the p;reat masses of Negroes in the state. Education makes for bad
farm hands. Instances have been known of ministers and teachers who
have been approached by whites for teaching "discontent" to the farm
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workers by encouraging education.
The rural schools and their programs are, on the whole, inade
quate and bring up the rear when compared to others in the country, in
attendance, literacy, average grade completed, value of buildings, length
1
of school terms, salaries paid per teacher and funds expended per pupil.
Raper describes the rural 1-Tegro schools in Green and Macon counties as
being without window sashes, with wooden shutters, some with no desks,
be.d roofing, bad heating, stained pine boards for black boards etc.
The county boards leave it to the patrons of the school to keep up re
pairs etc. The sessions last from 4 to 6 months and then the children
are kept out of school a great deal of this allotted time to help their
parents do farm work. The teacher is usually one who supplements the
family income from the farm by teaching1. Teachers are poorly paid. The
salaries in Macon County for rural Negro teachers averaged $230.40 in
1928 and by 1934 this bad been reduced to 0106.93.
The illiterates for the rural Eeg.ro population of Georgia
were 283,198, or 39.7$ of the Eegro population ir 1910; 212793, or 31.9??,
in 1920s and 124,006, or 22.1%, in. 1D30. These figures have reference
to those persons 10 years old and over. This shows a total decres.se in
illiteracy for the state as a whole of 139,192, or 52.9$, from 1910 to
1930.2
With the exception of seven courties out of the 54 studied,
every county showed a steady decrease in the rate of illiteracy. Those
counties that showed an increase are Jasper, Jefferson, Kc"Duffis, ■.■■arion,
Warren, Tiilcox and Viorth. These seven, however, by 1930 had been re
duced to three, Clinch, ^clntosb and Wilkinson. The fact is noticeable
er, T. J., Landlord end Tenant on the Cotton^']
ton, D. C, 1936,^
Raper, Arthur A., 'Preface to Peasantry, University of Fiorth Carolina Press,
Chapel Hill, X. C. ,~T9T6"TT)pT"3*2¥-^T9T"
that none of the seven, counties which showed Increases in 1920 showed any
In 1930. This may t>e due to the migration of Illiterates from county to
county. Jefferson County is certainly a good example of the decrease in
Illiteracy during the last decade studied. Vfliile the number jumped from
2525, or 19.4$ of the population, in 1910 to 3315, or 25.2^ of the pop
ulation, in 1920, it fell to 1537, or 12.7^ of tho population, in 1930.
This was a decrease of 53.7;' from the 1920 fifures; of course it must
be remembered that Jefferson County is one of those that had a popula
tion Increase from 1910 to 1920 but decreased from 13,148 to 12,042
from 1920 to 1930. Thus while the population decreased B.4/i for the
1920-1930 period, illiteracy decreased 53.7°!. This conclusion seeming
ly Bakes it safe to say that the educational influences and facilities, '
although inferior and inadequate now, are a marked improvement in com
parison to what they were before the world War.
Reverting to the figures, for the state, of Illiteracy as a
means of review, It is found that in 1910 there were 263,198 persons,
or 3D.7*' of all the persons In the rural areas, illiterate. Itemizing
the suair.ary we have 4018.^ (or 128,035) of all the males in the rural
districts slid 30.5$ (or 127163) of the females who were Illiterate.
The following; statement based on statistical findings shows the rradual
effort of 'the rural -'e<rro or somebody to lower those exorbitant figures.
By 1920 these figures had been cut to 212,793, or 31.9?? of the popula
tion and by 1930 to 124,006 or 22.If4 of the population. Comparing the
percentages of male and females, the males make a rradual fall of
40.8^| 34.6^-5 and 25.4;' in 1910, 1920 srvd 1930 respectively and the
females fell from 30.5?' to 29.2?{ to 18.2% for the sane period of years.
It is evident that male illiteracy has consistently been higher than
t'nat of females.
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The trend of data so far has depicted that there has been a
gradual decrease in the rural Kepro population from 3 910 bhro\^h 1930.
■~'ho f?>v c.^xs^z'■.:'■ a thst rsrs f-.'r-le J>'! ireroaoe t;"«ir rcpul?"/'"J crs fr'v.i 1910-
-■i<?n i-,r.4- •; t .'.>■.>.•-.,- ■■'•,o ,-«=-.r.Q'i3 ■■)■■* " r "'j-IP.*!-'?. In. rpits of this loss in
the number of inhpbitants from 1910-1930, inclusively, there seemed to
be an increase in the number of families who either became owners of
their own homes or renters. In fact the number of home ovrners and ren
tal families has increased to such an extant in the whole stats bhat
one wonders just vjhat effect or what contribution the economic dive has
made to this situation. According to the Census, a family means a
household or a proup of persons whether related or not who share a
common table or Gammon abode. Tilth the breaking dovm of the plantation
system, in which so many people lived under one roof, and the increase
in the alloting of small farms operated by individual tenants, there
would naturally be an increase in the number of far-iilies. Then, too,
instead of the younf Deople staying at home to work on the small farm
with the parents they were forced to leave home when conditions jot so
bad and set'-.le else where to work thus creating other families.
In 1910 there wsre in the rural area 120,822 such I'e'-ro fam
ilies in Georgia,. By 1920 this number had jumped to 163,364 or 5b%
in a period of 20 years. The increase ran from .1?' in Talbot County
to 1180.4^ in Chatham County. To bring out the point where the family
type yet the population as a whole decreased Camden County mi flit be
correctly taken as a rood example. The population of this county fell
from 5113 in 1910 to 3745 in 1930 while the number of families rose
from 565 in 1910 to 873 in 1930. Of the 98 counties that are now be-
40
inp- Included 23, or 23'.9^ of them, showed increases in the number of fam-
ilies. This increase in the number of families does not mean that these
families made increases in the number of horaes omed, While the number of
families in 1930 rose to 163,364 as compared to 120,522 in 1910 the num
ber of family ownerships increased from. 16,191 or 13.4?? of the families
in 1910 to 23,297 or 14.Z% of the families in 1930. So from these com
putations, one can observe that the rise in family ownership was slight.
Only 8^ for the 20 years covered. The decree of decline in rentals was
much higher, as compared to the increase in ownership. The fifures show
that in 1910, 104,053 or 80.1?? of the 120,822 families rented property.
By 1930 this number had increased to 132,636, but, the number of families
had also increased to 163,364. Therefore, the percentage of families
renting in 1930 dropped to 81.1;X or 5% less than those in 1910.
During- this period of study there were 28, or 28.8;* of the 95
counties studied, that showed decreases in home ovmership. This is a
result of the farmers being forced, by economic conditions, to five up
their lands. At the same time 32 or 33.3;' of these 95 counties, showed
increase in rentals. Of course in both instances the fact bhat the in
crease or decrease was very slipht, is noticeable. For example, Lincoln
is one of the 28 counties included as having a decrease in ownership,
but the decrease represented only two families in the county. On the
other hand, Tiilkes County, representing; one of the 32 counties having a
decrease in rentals, shows a decrease in 1930 of G52 or 41.4^ of the
total number of rentals since 1910. Therefore the value of these dif
ferences lays more in the number of fanily ownership or rentals than in
the number of counties represented in either category.
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Size of! Families^
It Is the general belief that the average rural Kerro family
is larger than that of the whites. The statistics for 1930 in this study
of 54 counties show that the average white family was larger than, that
of the Kep-roi the white's avorape was over 4 persons per family while
that of the Kepro hovered around 3,5 persons. The highest avorape size
Kegro family was found in Eancock County with 4.47 persons; for the
whites, Lone County with an average of 4.65 persons. In no county under
consideration does the averare for the whites fall below 3.6, while the
HefTO average was as low as 2.68 In Clinch County.
Farm Operators
During 1910 to 1920 the number of Heto farm operators in
Georgia increased from 122,557 to 130,187 or G.2%t but by 1930 about
one-third of the i»epro farm operators either left the farm or had to
relinquish their positions as operators aid become farm. p:enoral hands.
From 1S20 to 1930 the number was reduced from 130,187 to 86,789 (or 55%)
and by 1935 this number was further reduced to 73,285 or 15.6??. Out of
the 96 counties that are now being; considered 50 of them showed in
creases ranfinn from 2-' to 80.47b from 1910 to 1920 and from 1920 to
1950 only five counties showed increases. By 1935, 18 counties report
ed Increases in the number of farm operators. Macon County Is the only
one of these counties which has a consistent increase during the three
decades, but even it had a drop from 1930 to 1935. During the first
decade, farm operators in Ivlacon County increased from 1103 to 1209, or
1.3;^, and by 1930 that increased to 1245 or 2.0%, but by 1935 this
number fell to 905 or 27.4#. i?rom 1930 to 1935 eighteen counties re-
sorted increases. On the whole the numbers of farm operators tend to
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fluctuate over this period of 25 years. Chatham and Putnam Counties are
good examples of the shifting of fan operators. In 1910 there were 225
farm operators in Chatham County and by 1920 there were 4-01 which is an
increase of 78.2^ but by 1930 these 401 decreased to 83 or 79.4^ and by
1935 there was another increase to 163 or 63.8/?. Likevo.se in Putnam
County the number of farm operators increased from 1552 to 1669 or 7.5??
from 1910 to 1920, but decreased to 632 (or 24.3?2) by 1930 and then went
slig-htly up again to 665 or 5.2>o by 1935. In many of the counties there
has been constant declines in the number of farm, operators and highest
percentages of decline usually fall between 1920 and 1930 and the lowest
percentages between 1910 and 1920. Lee County in 1910 reported 1520
operators and by 1920 it had decreased to 1454 or 4.3??} by 1930 there
was a big- drop to 935 or 35.7?? which was reduced by 1935 to 713 or 23.8/?.
Troup County in 1910 had 1978 operators which were reduced slightly to
1939 or 2% by 1920 but by 1930 this number fell to 1067 or 45% and it
further decreased to 947 or 11.3?? by 1935. Only one county of this
selected froup maintained the same number of farm operators from one de
cade to another. This was Dooly County, which reported 1588 for 1910
and 1920, but decreased, however, 15?? by 1930 to 1351 and 40.1?? more by
1935 to 810 operators.
Farm operators may or may not own their farms, and it is for
this reason that the farm operator must be considered in the light of his
relationship to the land. Land owners are few in number as compared with
those among the whites, but many o f them operate farms that are owned by
whites who may be absentee or ignorant as to profitable methods of
running a farm.
To some decree, since the boll weevil, farmers have fiven up
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cotton and have attempted to raise other types of produce. But for the
Mp plantation ower cotton still remains his -most profitable produce
because labor for cotton requires no skill. To make things worse for the
averape Georgia farmer, the southwestern states were out of the p/eevil
danger zone and as the eastern farmers1 crops decreased, the states of
Texas and Oklahoma increased their outputs as they planted more cotton.
By 1931 all cotton farmers were suffering from the effects of overproduc
tion and the little Hepro fanner in Georgia who was "really up apainst it"
in the, first place, found himself in a worse dilemma because the cotton
that he was able to produce he was not able to sell, and if he were
fortunate enough to fret a market for it, the returns were not enough for
him to pay for the costs of his crop. The following story is told by an
ex-cropper who was forced by circumstances such as these to leave the
farm and come to Atlanta to look for work. He sold seven bales of cotton
for §358.74. (See table on next pape) One half of this amount went to
the landlord which left $169.37 for the cropper. His food bill amounted
to $102.56 and his fertiliser bill was §81.56. This totals 0184.12 for
debts and leaves the farmer 014.75 in debt.
Conditions became so bad that eventually the small farmer was
unable to continue to operate because he had neither cash nor credit.
Only the planter with p:ood resources was able to continue farm operating
after 1931. llany ^epro farm ovoiers ffere forced by such circumstances to
pive up their farms and xvork as tenants or share-croppers for white farm
ers.
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Of the 122,559 farm operators in 1910, 15,690, or 12.8$, were
owners, and by 1920 there was a slifht proportional decrease; of the
130,187 operators in 1920, 16,042, or 12.3#, were owiers. The decrease
in the number of fenner operators reflected a similar decrease in the
number of oners in 1930 also. Of the 86,789 operators, 9014, or 10.3;?,
wore owiersj and although the numbers of operators continued to decrease
until 1S35 the percentage of farm owners in 1935 increased to 12.1$ or
8,905 out of 10,032 operators. Lookinr at this periodically the drops
do not seem so astounding: but if the figures of 1910 and 1935 should be
compared a much more convincing picture of the declining Kopro farm own
er may be composed. In 1910 there ^ere 15,698, or 12.B& owjer operators
and by 1935 this nuriber had dwindled domi to 8905, or 56.7:4
Although there was a decrease in the percentage of owner opera
tors from 1910 to 1930, in actual figures there was .en increase of 2.1&
Fifty-two of the 96 counties concerned show increases. From 1920 to
1925 only seven counties show increases} these are Bleckley, 20 to 21 or
5??, Camden, 129 to 141 or 9.3& Glyrni 158 to 174 or 10.1& Putnam, 62 to
66 or 6.4^s pitman, 4 to 25 or 525^? Taylor, 57 to 64 or 12.2??; and
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'■Vare, 35 to 37 or 5.7;-l. These increases are relatively slight. Durinp-
this period are found the greatest number of decreases in farm ownership.
Some Counties exemplifying hiph rates of decrease are Oconee, Jasper and
"llcox. Oconee in 1920 had 103 farm ov/ners aid dropped to 7 8 by 1S30 for
a 11,H% decrease | Jasper went from 260 to 74 or 71.6"' and TTilcox frora
146 to 49 or 6G% decrease.
By 1930 we find that 32 counties show increases in farm owner-
ship but for the state as a whole there was a decrease from 10,032 in
1925 to 8905, or 10.2^, in 1930. Bleckley County continued to increase
from 21 in 1925 to 26 in 1930 (23.8/t) and Camden County had an increase
from 141 to 193 or 36.8>'*. Most of these increases are slifht but are
worthy of beinp mentioned; the highest percentages of increase in this
period are in Stewart Count;/1, 65.6% (from 44 to 72) and Webster Gountjr,
60.% (from 25 to 40).
From 1S30 to 1935, 41 of the counties show varyinp decrees of
increases which, for the most part, were small, rs they hsnre been since
1920. The Eepro farm owner operators in the state as a whole have de
creased consistently from 1920 up to 1935. Mo one county shows a con
tinual increase from 1910 to 1935 and only a few of then havg been on a
steady decline. (At one period or another almost all of them had sortie
decree of increase.) Some instances of constant decline can be shown by
looking at Crisp, Dooly and Newton Counties. From 1910 to 1935 Crisp
County fell from 42, continuously, to 24 owners, which is a decrease of
42.9fL Dooly, for the srane span of years, dropped from 111 to 48, which
is a decrease of &&,&%. Kewton reported 118 oTimer operators in 1910 and
each report was lowered until it had reached 55 in 1935 for a decrease of




r A H N I N )V I., J > L.L.A_H " ' N .' V |' n a B u
,J-i—.'*_j !V ';"""I('"BMM'/
.HATTooaA/rco»»°»r "^"^ v ,_.>:—</^\ .—/j*—,
jfS ^t ^_ j . DAW8ON -s^ / y • \
I f J i—■-—-—^ H A 1. I. '^"aNKS I "(HART
■'ri °v° !,AStI1vi cHc.xr. i /S •/N-'-v > X_ ^--A
jj "fobsyth/ / ^^S t-v~i."H
" °L Kr>' c o B B / \~Sowl N N E T T\ ^*£S<:-::i-:-;-:-;^-^
I I C O B B f j. • Vv ^i»« - -V—.^ *- ■/—










-.yca>- - -~-~- t-Mo b o a ma^r «£jii:x?yj5i
- — — —
JFtBRjbt^ _ ^ _ _f
SUING T 0 N—^- -J— — —
r.Wr/1-.r
\ATKIK60NrrJl.-_~
THE PERCENT OF INCREASE OR DECREASE OF NEGRO FARM OWNERSHIP
IN 95 SELECTED COUNTIES OF GEORGIA 1930-1935
48
out the statement that the farmers seemed to have been constantly shift-
in p- and drifting frora. one location to another trying- to find land that
was fit to produce.
£aiTn_ Operators j_Part Owners
If an operator needs more land than that which he already owns
in order to raise a desired amount of crops, or if circumstances have
forced him to sell a part of" his land in order to maintain the other
part of it, he may rent more land. Persons of such, type are classed as
part owner operators. From 1910 to 1925 the part owner operators de
creased from 2839 to 1715, or 35.6??; by 1930 this number increased to
2067* or 20,5$. During: this period almost two-thirds of the counties
showed increases in the number of part owner operators and at the same
time the owner operators decreased 10.2;:?. The year 1935 shows a de
crease in the number of part owners to 1666, or 19.5??, as the full
owners at this same time had a decline of 10,2,3. This corresponding
decrease in the numbers of both classes of operators leads me to con
clude that those persons who were cart ovners were shifted not to the
ownership slass, but to a lower round of the "agricultural ladder" to
the position of tenant. The shifting of status can be seen in. the con
ditions of the counties here as were pointed out in the discussion of
owner operators. Very fe*y counties show a continuous increasing or de
creasing, if there is an increase during: the first period in a county,
there is a decrease during the next and so on.
The numbers of* the part ovmer operators are RT.aH as compared
to those of the full owners. In 1810 there were 15,698 owner operators
end 2,839 part owners or 18.%;in 1935 there were 8905 owners and 1,668
part aimers or 16.5??. ^urke County shows a continuous increase in the
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number of part owner operatorsj however, the numbers are small. From
1910 to 1935 the figures increased in almost even intervals from 23 to
39. Liberty County is an example of a rather rapid rise from 1910 to
1930, and then a considerable decline. Here in 1910 were 71 part owner
operators who by 1925 increased to 111 or 56.3J?; by 1930 to 126 or 13.5$,
by 1935 the number dropped to 85 or 32.6;?. Dodge County maintained 22
part owners from 1910 to 1925 then dropped to 20 in 1930 or 9.1';' and fur
ther decreased to 13, by 1935, or c5%.
farm managers in Georgia are few. A manager is one who
is paid a wap;e for operating a farm for someone else who nay be an ab
sentee or for other reasons finds it unprofitable to manage his own farm.
Usually if a hejrro owns a farm he stays at home to manage it and white
absentee owners seem to usually hire white for this position. The total (
number of llecro farm managers in. the state in 1910 was 123; in 1925 there
were 124, and by 1D30 this number was reduced to 72, which was further
reduced in 1935 to 32, or 74.2;S. Only 59 counties of the 95 reported
farm managers between 1910 and 1935 and the numbers ranged from one to
ten. The ten were found in Burke County between 1925-1930, having in
creased from 2 in 1910 to 4 in 1925 to 10 in 1935. In 1935 there wore
three counties that had two managers each, Decn.ti.ir, i>umter and Upson.
The other counties reporting one manager were Coweta, Crisp, Early, El-
bert, Hancock, Harris, Lee, iferlwether, Mitchell, Randolph, Richmond,
Thomas and TwipfS.
Tenant Operators
The greater number of Hefro farra operators in. Georgia are
tenants| that is, the,y operate land that has been rented or hired from
some one else. iprom 1S20-1930 there was an increase of 7,646 farm oper
ators; 444 of these wore ormers and 7,200, or 97. C>', vrere tonants, which
brings the total number of tenant operators from 106,738 in 1S10 to
113,S3R (or 6.7$ increase) in 1920. From 1P20 to 1925, which is the
period of the greatest slumps and increasing migration, the tenants were
reduced to 72,200 or 3G.7%, by 19.30 this number increased to 75,636 or
4.7/2 and by 1935 it dropped ap;ain to 62,670 or 20.6"L The county re
ports bear out a true picture of the totals for the state. Johnson
and Jenkins Counties are typical examples of tenant fluctuations.
Jenkins had 772 tenant operators in 1910; 1209 in 1S20 or a 56.6$ in
crease; in. 1930 there was a decrease or 31.1$ to C8S and a further de
crease by 1935 of 27.9$ to 64S. Johnson County reported 607 tenant
operators in 1910; 736 in 1920, or 21.2$ increase, but took the ex
pected drop to 557 or 24.4$ by 1925. The year 1930 showed a slight
increase to 570 or 2.3$, but this fell back to 539 or 5.5$ in 1935.
Cash Tenant Operators and Cropj)ers_
A cash tenant is one who pays cash rent for his land either
by the acre or by the farm as a \vhole, and a cropper is a tenant who
pays a certain proportion of his crop produce to the landlord for the
use of his land and farm animals. The *W'ro tenant is for the most
part a cropper, b-cause ho is not able to pay cash rental fees. From
1910 to 1920 the number of cash tenants was reduced from 46,451 to
7,722, or 83.0$; from 1925 to 1930 there was an increase to 10,532, or
36.3$, and at the same time there was an increase In the number of
croppers from 47,613 to 49,450, or 3.8,1, but by 1835 croppers fell
dom to 38,753, or 21.7$. Figures about cash tevvr'r.i for 1935 are not
available, but only five countses reported er increase in the number
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of oasl' tenarits from 1S10 to 1525, but Toin 1925 to 1930 there were only
21 counties out of the S6 that did not report increases. Houston
County shows heavy decreases in the cash tenants and croppers. In 1910
triere were 1169 cash tenants; this number fell to 24£ or 7E,7'f. inl£25
and. to 220 or 11.7?? In 1D30. Croppers in Houston number 400 in 1925;
411 in 1S30 or a decrease of 14.4'^ and 273 in 1935 or a decrease of
53.6%. Killer County ^ives a report showinp; trends in Just the oppo
site direction from those of Houston. Gash tenants here increased
from 72 to 74, from 1910 to 1925, or 2.&%, and by 1930 they had reached
93, or 25.7;£ increase. The cropper number is coinoaratively much heavier
t!-f-n the ce.sh tenant and the increase is much more gradual. Froa 1925
to 1930 the croppers in Killer County went Prom. 215 to 230 or 7.0/! in
crease and by 1935 it reached 2S5 for a 2.2?: increase. Tenants are
continuously moving- in search of better land, and more favorable
compromises and aceomodations from the landlords.
Other Tenants
There are raar.y fam operators who are tenants but who can be
classed neither as cash tenants nor croppers, because the conditions
under which they live, vrork and pay rent are so varied; these types
are classified by the census as "Other Tenants". Generally spo^kin?;,
from 1925 to 1930 there was a decrease in the state, of Other Tenants
and an increase from 1930 to 19S5, but quite a few of the hifhly
populated Eefro counties showed increases during 1925-1030. These in
creases are answers to questions about the whereabouts of some of the
decreasing; croppers and cash tenants. In 1925 there were 16,871
Other Tenants in Georr-ia, which decrease to 15,645 or 7.3;';' and by 1935
this number went up to 22,929 or 52.9;^. The croppers decreased 10,697
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from 1S30-1CS5 and Other Ten.nr.ts increased 8,284 di.-rin.f- the same period.
Brooks County had decreasing trends amonf: cropper and cash tenants and
a perpetual increasing; ir the number of Other Tenants from 75 to 127' or
69,5% from 1925-1930 and to 2Q6 or 46.;? increase by 1935. Only four
counties of the 98 reported decreases in the number of Other Tenants
between 1930 and 1935. These were Jasper, from 214-204 or 4.7;;', Slbert
frorr 289-250 or IS.5%, Kacon fro.;.i 219 to 207 or 5.5# and Taylor from 115
to 93 or 19.8;'*. Albert, Iwacon and Taylor Counties also had declines in
the numbers of fareu operators during this period.
Farm Land
The amount of land owned by liejroes ir Georfia is steadiljr de-
crcasinf. In 1925 they owned 832,125 acres of land and by 1S30 they had,
lost 106,013 acres or 12.8^! and by 1935 it fell to 689,489 acres, or
S.l/o. In spite of losing land the average size of the ITejxo farm in
creased du.rin,»* the 1920-1930 decf.de from 54.3 acres to 56.8 or 4.5 acres,
while the white 1'nm acreage decreased from 1.C1.7 to 100,6, during the
sarce srjan of years. Lost of the losses ir. land oimorship in the coun
ties was less than 50/1 from 1925-1930, but with the exception of 28
counties they all have suffered some oepree of loss, i'rom 1930-1935
there were 3D counties that reported increases. Farm owners in Baker
County lost from 8009 acres in 1925 to 5955 in 1930 or 25.7?- and by
1GS5 they had retained only 3545 acres or a decrease of 40.5'-:. This
percentage of decreases front 1925-1935 is 55. S^ which is a loss of over
half of bhe farm land in the space of ten years. ■Chatham Count;/ farm
ers lost from 1S25-1930, 75.1%" (from 2S27 to 729 acres) of their farm
land, which further decreased by 1935' to 629 or IB.8 r>er cent. The
total r>ercentare of decrease for the county .'or the entire i:;erlod of
51
1925-1925 was 76.%
Part Owners of Farm Land
Lands v/hioh were partly owned by Uerro farriers in (Jeorria de
creased during 181O-1S25 from 217,837 acres to 105,906 acres or 51.41!',
but by 1930 the part owned acreage increased to 1H72G2 or <i:l''.4,C ar.d de
creased arrain within the next five years Z'6,B% or to 104,075 acres. The
picture of the counties bears out these decreasing trends and shows how
nobility varies, increasing in one cou-ity arid decreasing in another.
Chatham. County farmers partly oraied -74- acres ir; 1910 and in 1925 they
irereasod their holdings to 574 acres; losing1 68.2;:' of this increase,
by 1930 the a ere ape was reduced to 174 but 1D35 shows a sharp increase
to 711 acres or 6 9.2?'. Clark Comity fanners' lands decreased Gl'i from
1910 - 1926 or from 2509 to 979 acres, by 1930 it dropped further to
10" 1 or 7.4;/' and by 1.935 there were only 535 (&£.1'7% decrease) acres
partly owned by iiepxo farmers in Clark County. Both of the above men
tioned counties suffered decreases in the land ownership from, 1925-1935.
The land of Hep/ro farm JVnagers is relatively a snail amount
■because there are so few Ilerroes who have become farm managers. Since
1S25 the 28,522 acres that were operated by faro r^ansprers has dwindled
considerably; in 1930 they had 23,563 acres, which is a 17.4:,'? decrease
and by 1035 their holdings were reduced further to 11,384, or 21.7^.
All together from 1925-1935 there T/as a loss of 60.1)1 of the lend
operated l>y managers. ?ew cour.ties shov/ed increases in this category.
Burke County lard increased during 1925-1930 from 891 to 2924 acres or
22B;^, however, it decreased to 1066 acres by 1935 or 83.6^. Lee County
reported 38 acres ±r. 1925 and 14-50 acres in. 1935. Other counties wit-
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nessed decreases to correspond with the decreases In the number of mana-
rers.
Tenant Lands
As the farm owners were forced to relinquish owrership and work
as ter>suits we have, instead of an increase in the number of acres operated
by tenants, a steady declire from 1S1O-1925. It is then (1925) that the
tenart land acreage took a turn upward. From 1010-1920 the acreage of
tenant lands decreased l.f. or from 5,714,997 acres to 5,710,627 at which
■time there was a 6.7'f. in crease in the number of tenant operators; but by
1925 there was a decrease of 38;« in land acreage from 5,710,627 to
3,595,606 acres, and a decrease in tenant operators of 36.7a!. Of the 96
counties concerned, Bullock and Lincoln -were the only two counties that
showed increases in tenant farm land, during 1910-1925, which for
Eullook was from 50,432 to 57,443 acres or 13°?, and for Lincoln from
45,500 to 52,843 or 16.1;i, All other counties showed decreases ranring
from 5.2% in Putnaia County to 83.1/? in Clayton County.
From 1925 to 1930 there was an increa.se in tenant land area in
the individual counties and for the state as a whole. The percentage of
increase for the state was 16.7>b or from S,595,606 to 4,197,772 acres.
Twenty-ei^ht counties showed decreases which were, for the most part,
slifht. Lincoln, Glynn and Liberty Counties show rather heavy losses,
but this is not the general trend. Tenant lsnd in Lincoln County was
reduced from 16,767 to 5,322 or 68.3%; Glynn County tenant land decreased
from 5792-1400 or 75.0;'; and Liberty fron. 52,843 to 31,508 or 4C.4'?.
Soifie of the counties show very hiph rates of increase in the
acreage of tenant farm land but for the most part the raise was moderate.
Some of the unusually hifb increases are found in Ben Hill, Chatham,
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Clinch and Lamar Counties. The rate of increase in Bon Hill was 102.#
(from 8640 to 17,454 acres), in Chatham, 100.6?? (from. 2524 to 5064),
Clinch 141.\% (from 615 to 1485) and Lamar 118.9}? (from 11,210 to 24554
acres).
Croppers
As most of the tenants in, G-eorpia are sharecror>ners so is most
of the land operated by sharecroppers. According1 to the Census 56.C/' of
the tenant land is tilled by croppers. Cropper-lane- between 1925 and
1930 increased from 2,083,962 acres to 2,380,089 acres, or 14.2-;'. The
number of croppers during this same period increased from 47,613 to
49,450 or 3.8:1. By 1935 cropper-land had decreased slightly to 2,377,709
acres or 0.1-?. About two-thirds, or 66, of the counties shov; increases
in cropper-land area from 1925 to 1930, but from 1930-1935 only 51
counties show increases as compared to the 50 counties that showed in
creases ir. erooper operators between 1925 and 1930 and 18 counties with
increases in operators between 1030-1935. From the looks of these num
bers it seems that the cropper-land is increasing much faster than the
cropper operators, which says that more and more land ms heir? used by
less and less sharecroppers until 3 935. Further elucidation on this
point is that from 1S50 to 1935 the nuriber of crooper operators in
Georgia decreased 21.7"/' while the land acreage foil only 0.1j/. In .
P-aldvn.r. and Hen Kill Courtiss from 1930-1935 the percentages of de
crease of croppers were 11.1?? and 32.9?'! respectively. At the same time,
the cropper acreage increased 14.3*' and 87.8*' respectively for the two
counties. In some of the counties the decreases and increases of
operators correspond with similar conditions of the lend, but in most
of the counties trie rate of decrease in operators are the hipher.
54
Butts County croppers increased from 375 to 470 or 25.8;'{ from 1925-1930
.and the cropper-land similarly increased from 18,923 acres to 22,781
acres or 34.6'C; from 1930 to 1935 croppers in the sarne county fell to
373 or 20.7;7' whereas the land aorearo was reduced to 21,709 or 4.7;?.
_£ash JTenarvfc£
The land, of cash tenants from 1925 to 1930 increased, as did
the number of cash tenants, but the rate of increase of the land, for the
entire state, was preater than, that of the .number of cash tenants who
operate the land. The operators increased 36.3/2 from 1925-1930 and the
land acreage increased 71.4"''. This shows that the proportion of land
just about doubled that of the operators.
In. Burke County the nwiber of cash, tenants increased from 313
to 329 or 6.1/-' diirir.fr 1925-193Oj the cash tenant land in this same
county during this same time increased from 4-1,567 acres to 5C;,366 or
21.2/". Decp.tur had a decrease of cash tenants during this time from 194
to 127 or 34.6/', the land also decreased even though not so proportionally,
from 8,580 to 7,593 acres or 11.5s/*
Other Tenants
The same conditions of the unproportional increase of land
acreage over cropper operators exists araonj the "Other^tenanfcs, who
work under so many unspecified terms that are in many cases varue to
the operator. From 1925-1930 the number of "Other" tenant operators
decreased 7.3^ arid the land upon which they worked decreased from
1,066,130 acres to 1,054,244 or l.lC From 1C30 to 1935 the number of
"Other" tenants increased 52.9?C and the land acreage doubled. The
number of "Other" tenants in Clayton bounty decreased and increased
about the same decree as the land acreage, but this is n.ot usual.
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From 1925-1830 the operators decreased from S8 to 38 or 61.?:£ and the
land decreased from, 4970 to 1948 or 60.8??. During the next five years
the operators increased a.f;ain to 98 or 157.9?? and the land gained to 5826
acres or 199.3$. The more typical picture of trords is shorn in Crawford
County where from 1925-1930 the "Other" tenants decreased from 135 to
109 or 19.3;? and the land increased from 11,602 to 15,448 acres or
SS.l.S. During the next five years, in this county the number of onera-
tors increased to 1G7 or 53.2$ and the land acreare increased to 22263
or 44.1%,
Chapter III t
Value of Tuiilrlinrs and Lands
Statesmen, orrtors, technicians and others of varied nrof^ss-
ions have stated at one tine or another that the salvation of the ftesrro
is in the soil of the earth. V'.'hat the Eero-oss of Georgia have thought
about this has been displayed, by his continuous migration from, the soil
to the city. This has been already shown by the dwindling of the rural
popu.lr.tion, or by -the sifns of renerr.l unrest or dissatisfaction as vrere
shown by mass inter-county migration.
Vthen one lool<.s at the census fifures conoerninp the value of
buildings and lands, it must be kept in mind that these figures represent
the estimated values that the fanners themselves rive of their lands and
bu.ildir^s.
Raper in writing of the quality of farm property says that the
larj-e plantations hold the best types of land end the snail owners take
the leavinjrs, which is the poorer laud, much, of which is hilly. One
of the greatest disadvantages that the colored farmer has in acruirir.?;
property of quality as well as quantity is that he can buy only that
property that the white man iiri.ll sell to him. tcapnr writes "Just be
cause a white man has land for sale does rot mean that a Isepro, even
the ran© most liked and respected by him can buy even if he has the money.
TYhether a particular l«e?ro can buy a particular tract of land depends
upon its location, its economic and emotional value to the white owner
Kr.d other white people, the Kef.rofs cash and credit resources, and,
doubtless the most important of all, his personal qualities in the lirht
1




of local attitudes. He must he acceptable. !>eir>C acceptable harts is no
empty phrase. It means that he and his family are industrious and that
his credit is ^ood. It means that he is considered safe by local white
people - he knows "his place" and stays in it. Though it varies some-
what from one community to another and from one individual to an.oth.er,
the definition of "his place" hedges the iJe?-ro landowner about by
restrictions similar to those which define and enforce the chronic de
pendency of the landless 1-ercroes. The Negro landormer is an independent
llepro fanner rather than an independent farmer. The economic and cul
tural advantages which the JTerro can secure through the ownership of
land are limited by local racial dogmas, which insist alike upon the
?:epro's subrnerred status and upon his acceptance of it."
The period 1910-1925 saw the value of farm land and buildings
of the iierroes double Itself. In 1910 the total value of these was
4"-e,O85,677. By 1925, a short period of 15 years the value had in
creased to 118,255,943 or a j-ain of 100.7;?.
basically speaking, there v;as n continuous increase of value
ir. full ownership throughout the state. Out of the 96 oounti^s studied
only 15, or 15,6??, of them showed decreases in value of land and build
ings, and in many instances these decreases were slirht. The increases,
however, ran from a mere 8% in Irrrin County to 286;t in I"a.con County.
The periods 1925-lc.:30 and 1930-1935 saw a turn of the trends
in the full ownership of land end buildings. In sraite of the fact that
54- of the 96 counties studied showed increases in values for the period
1920-1925, there ;vas a general reduction of land and building figures
of f1,895,831 iffhen the figures dropped frort 516,229,943 in 1920 to
Rapor, Arthur A., preface to Peasantry, University of F. C. Press,
Chapel Hill, N. C, 19"36V"p'«""l22"»""~"~~"
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514,334,112 in 1925. This was a total loss of 11.7C The greatest loss
In value in full ownership was between 1950 and 1935 (with all due re
spects to the A.A.A.). During this period the valuation fell from
14,334,112 to 7,463,231, which represents a total loss of b2.Q%. From
1S25-193Q, it is recalled that there were 54 counties that showed in
creases, however small they mipht have been, but from 1930-1935 this
number, 54, had reduced to 15 counties or 15.6;? of the S6 counties.
Unlike the full ownership proup the part ov»ners of the state
be^an vith a 52.1/' decres.se in 1S25 when the values dropped from
4,975,244 to 2,376,994 from 1910 to 1S25. Of course the fall in these
figures mipht be connected directly with the fact that for this same
noriod the full ownership category had a 100.7.'£ increase. It seens
obvious that fluctuations of values of the latter would rrean p decrease
in. the classification of "part oxvnership". The period 1925-1230 saw
a rise in part ovaiership values. This time the valuos increased from
2,376,944 to 3,189,710 for a ?ain of 34.1^. T'hile the rain for the
entire state was only ;812,766, there were 67 of the 96 counties studied
which showed slifht rains. How aany of the other 65 remaininr counties
showed p-ain is not known; however, if only the 87 counties shared in
this rise during: these five years, the following results would be re-
vealedj that the average rain for these 67 counties would be .'.,'12,130.83
for the five years or an average of 02,426.16 per county per year.
This does not mean that each county would enjoy this specific amount of
increase. For example, ^cDuffie County's pain for the five years was
onlv ^173, v&iich is en avere.re amount of =";34.60 per year.
The rain in part ownership obtained from 1925-1930 was lost
during the next 5 years 1930-1935 when the figures dropped from
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3,189,710 to 2,021,903 or a loss of 36.7?S for the entire state. Sharing
in the loss were 58 or 60.4# of the S6 counties studied. This iwans
that while the 67 counties that showed rain in 1925-30, only 38 showed
a *ain in 1930-1935. Even these 38 'Vain" counties could not off-
balance the losses of the remaining counties.
Chapter IV.
Value of Implements and Machinery
"Thorp are hundreds of rural ITerro and white families in Greene
end racon Counties who onm no horse or nule, cow or calf, pie or chicken,
far* iiriplenent or vehicle^says Raper, and the conditions in these two
counties are typical of the cotton-?Towine; sections of the old South.
The farm owiers are the ones who usually possess the implements and
machinery for farm labor. If the tenant is able to buy farm animals
they are more than likely of inferior quality. "The number of work
animals psr family by race and tenure class shows but half of the pic
ture, for the families who mm fewest frequently have very poor ones,
the older and smaller animals. The support by the Ueero renters of
the poorer mules, sometimes even decrepit, Is a phase of wan-land re-
lationships which through the years have crystallised to a marted decree
alonp. the color lire.
....The small f?m?rs, whether with the cheap cotton of 1932
or the restricted poundare of 1934, find it very difficult to repay
his crop production debts in the fall, to sny nothing of replacing- in
the sprir- his mile that died during the virter. A sr,all former with
corn in the crib, potatoes in the bin, and ^eat In the srokehouso
Plight find it difficult to "-et the desired mule, as indeed was the
oaso of a Rrecii County ^'epro renter in the spring of 1S32. Eis chances
would have been a little bettor in the sprir.- of 1935, for a larger
orioe ner -)ound for fevrer pounds still left him vdth a little cash.
Raper, Arthur A., Preface to Peasantry, University of ?Torth Carolina
.Frfsss, Chnpnl "1111, >rorth Cnrolins, 1056, ?. 70.
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Unable to replace tho mule, a renter bscones a cropper - a common
1
occurrence in recent years.11
Despite tho fact that "between the nerioo1 of 1910 to 1250 vie
had the V«orld i:ar, the wo11-known Depression ths value of implements
arid machinery for oie lie fro fanner of Georgia Increased in value to the
tone of 1.5*.
In 1G10 tho total full ownership of Isplnri«nts and raac'iinery
represented $623,825, or 78,1^1 of the 788,900 Invested In any raanner
for such I tens, "he part ai'ffiership of such equipment represented.
0165,075 or 20.9;'^ of the total invnstreet. By 1P30 ths total amount
of full ownership had risen to -711,718 or 80.7;€ of the 0880,807 in
vested, and SlG9,5B9 or 19.3/£ of the total.
The results of the a^ove .fp.cts show that, as has been afore-
rsntionod, there was an Increase of full ovaiershin, vrhile at the sane
time the part ownership classification declined from 20.9;? In 1910 to
19.3;.^ in 1530 for a total decrease of 1.6^.
V.'hen considering the counties that had Increases or decreases
In the value of ox^r.ed Implements and machinery there are 37. or 38.3/«,
of the 9S counties studied that showed decreases in such valuations.
This means that 59, or 61.77/o of the counties had increases in values.
These Increases varied from 1.3/0 (or froxa ^3,883 to 03,933) In Talbot
County to 104,5^(01893 to 05395) In Taylor County.
The oart ownerships of .niachinery and implements show that S3
or 55.2v? of the 96 counties showed decreases In values. These de-
Haper, Arthur A., Preface to Peasantry, University of ITorth Cn.rol.ina
Press, Chapel Fill, Forth Carolina, 1936, pp. 76-77.
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creases varied from 3.2^ (-11125-1087) In JTerrton County to 91.0% 0)865-
165) in Candler County.
Therefore, the fact that the majority of counties had decrease
does not mean that there was a decrease in r«al value particularly. The
fact is that the amount of Increase of the resainins 43 counties was
hiffh enoujrh to off-balance the decrease of the 55 losing counties. It's
«ancoura«rir.f thon to note tliat while the oorcentare of Increase tjus




Sorae of the major forces, besides Southern sentiment, have
made and are makinf for the conditions of the Wepro farmer of Georgia
are the ^orld '.Tar, the boll weevil, the migration, the "back to the
farm" movement, the "depression" and the Agricultural Adjustment Ad
ministration. It is the writer's opinion that not any one of these
arencies had any noticeable effect upon the ^ejTo farm nassss that may
be considered advantageous, in the li?:ht of modern standards of liv
ing and cultural development.
In considering the population and its nussrical significance,
it is found that although a goodly number of the peonle xcip rated from
the farm to the city, there were many who seorned to have been continu
ously shifting from one county to another in search of better living
conditions, which :n« ant, for the most part, looking for land that was
not eroded and landlords that offered better advantages than those
they had left. The bulk of the migration from Georgia was frora IS 20-
1930 when the population decreased 19.?;?.
The reports of the population by are .rroupinps point out that
tho type of oeaple vrho miprated were younp: adults or older ueonle who
-//era still active and lookinp for jobs that would pay them a more
comfortable livinp ware and that would deliver them from the farm that
was carrying then further into debt. The migration had its social and
economic affects upon the remaining- rural population. For, those that
left hone represented the youthful, progressive, thinking and anbitious
element, and the rural society was left void of much matnrial that
makes for progress and cultural advancement. On the other hand, if the
nijrrators had stayed at horae they would have added no re to the numbers
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of agricultural laborers, aod rleer-ased the already low standards of
livinr.
The one freat farm product of Georgia is cotton and the Pro
duction of this commodity calls for a larje supply of unskilled labor.
Thus, landowners prefer larp;e families and people reproduce with the
thought in mind that the more children there are, the easier it is for
them to set jobs as tenant laborers. The !fe.r:ro birth rate is Jtig-h, but
the percent ape of natural increase is kept down by the hip-h death rate.
Infant mortality ratas are particularly hi ph. The cause of so many
deatlis may be attributed to parents and children beinp; over-worked and
under-fed, coupled with the fact that t>>ey suffer from bad housing
conditions, inferior sanitation facilities, insufficient clothing and
unbalanced diet.
Illiteracy is more prevalent than the numbers who can read
and write. From 1910 to 1920 the amount of illiteracy decreased
52.9/?. The 3nen are more often found illiterate than the women, which
may be attributed to the keening of boys, more than e-irls, out of
school to do the farm work.
The breaking down of the plantation system which housed so
many people under one roof and the moving away of the older children
from the parents to find work and live in different houses made for an
increase in the number of farm ■■'■ami lies. The percent are of rental
families has always been hi-rher than that of owner families.
The "depression" took its toll among the farm operators and
reduced the:n to laborers and farm hands. The owners fell to the renter
class and the renters fell to the croppers and "other tenant" classes.
Before 1925 the far-Tier had boll weevil worries; he was not able to raise
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enough cotton to take care of his upkeep. After 1925 the evil of over
production surfed and the fartier was unable to sell what he was at last
able to raise.
The amount of land owned by ^e(?roes is steadily decreasing,
as well as the value of it. In. 1925 S'eproes owned 832,125 acres of land
and by 1.S30 they had lost 106,015 acres or 12,B% and by 1935 they had
only 6P9,409 acres. As the percentage of decrease in population was
hi.rhsr then that of land acreage the ewe rape size farm Increased from
54.3 acres in 1S20 to 58.8 acres in 19S0.
From 1930-1935 the number of tenants was reduced to 20.6?* and
there was an. increase at the same time of the araount of land r>er tenant
operator. The Agriculture Ad jus truest Act, which came into beinr in 1933,
was a direct cause of these conditions. The A.A.A. was an attempt to
relieve the fanners of the pressure of over-production by payinr them a
certain amount of money for every acre that they did not produce cotton
upon, in order to cut down on the amount of nroduction so that the
farmer could pet a better price on the cotton that he was ^nrmtted to
raise, "or the farm owner the h,.k,k, was b Santa Glaus, but for the
tenant, and especially the cropnnr, it made conditions of life ;?<ore
uncertain and i-iiserable than ever before. As the farm minor cut down
on his acreage to be tilled the cropoer was naturally thrown out of
work, and even though the ovsner was beinp; paid by the Government for
land that tho croppers could not use the cropper received none of it
because there were no lepal provisions enforced to take care of cropper.
"In sraite of the hopes expressed by the A.A.A. that the landlord should
keep as far as possible his accustomed number of 'tenants, this was rot
dor??; if it had been insisted upon, the whole r>ro<rran was in danger of
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losing the support of the landlords. T.'lth the accelerated displacement
of tenants a movement that had already be {run in 192 9 - reaching serious
proportions in 1S32 - went also all prospects of "furnish" and shelter.
The result is a honeless, shifting and stranded population with no
prospect of relief except that which inifht co;ris from the government."
The value of the fnna buildinjrs ar.d lands of iiepross is in
ferior to that of the whites. If the i'»epro has the money to buy the
o
better quality of land he is hindered by race prejudice; however,
there has beon a consistent increase in the value of lands and build
ings since 1910. Implements and machinery are lacking; to a p;reat decree.
Such inadequacies are direct drawbacks to progress. From 1910 to 1930
the value of implements and machinery increased 1.6'?. The owned equip
ment rsr.rssented about 79.5% of the money invested in such items and
the part owned equipment represented 20.b%. !ro statistics are n"iven
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